International immigration has changed not only the ethnic and cultural composition of the Canadian society, but it has also altered its geographical dispersion. Immigrants tend to locate in the major urban areas and thus contribute to accentuate the geographic concentration of the population. Some immigrants go to less populated areas, but many do not stay. The purpose of this paper is to look at the internal migration patterns of immigrants after they arrive in Canada and to compare them to those of the Canadianborn population. The study uses data from the four Canadian censuses of 1981, 1986, 1991 and 1996. The dependent variable is the probability of a migration during the five years that precede each census. Two variants are considered: (1) mobility between provinces and (2) mobility within and between provinces with an ordered choice model. The independent variables are the usual ones related to human capital and characteristics of the regions. Some of the results are: immigrants are on average less mobile than the Canadian-born, except at the local level; however, immigrants are more mobile than the Canadians who still live in their province of birth; mobility between provinces has decreased between 1976 and 1996; immigrants respond in a different way than the Canadian-born to some of the variables that determine mobility; immigrants tend to leave in larger proportions than the Canadian-born the provinces where there are few immigrants.
Introduction
Immigration is rapidly changing the shape of the Canadian society. Not only is the ethnic and cultural distribution of the population being significantly modified, but the geographical dispersion is being altered as well. Immigrants tend to locate in the larger metropolitan areas, such as Toronto, Montreal and Vancouver, very often because there are already members of their ethnic communities in those areas, but also because there are more economic opportunities. There are also immigrants who establish themselves in the less populated regions and they are often encouraged to do so, but many of them do not stay where they originally arrived and move to the large metropolitan areas. Of course, other Canadians move to the same areas, with the consequence that the Canadian population is becoming more and more concentrated geographically.
To assess the impact of immigration on Canada and its regions, it is important to understand the mobility behaviour of immigrants and native-born Canadians. The purpose of this paper is to look at the internal migration patterns of immigrants after they arrive in Canada and to compare them to those of the Canadian-born population, using four Canadian censuses covering mobility by five-year interval between 1976 and 1996. The questions to be addressed include: How do immigrants and native-born Canadians compare in terms of their propensity to move and do they both contribute to increasing -2-geographic concentration? Do the immigrants and native-born respond to the same factors in their moving decisions, and in particular how does the behaviour change with years since migration? Was there any change over time in moving behaviour?
There are important policy issues related to internal migration in Canada. A lot of resources and efforts have been invested to develop the Canadian regions and to encourage people to remain and to move to the less developed areas. Those include industrial investment and transfer programs. In Canada, people are allowed to migrate freely between regions and the governmental programs can only provide incentives to move or to remain in certain regions. International immigrants are also free to move once they are in Canada, but some special provisions may apply to them. For instance, some immigrants enter into Canada with the understanding that they will reside in a certain region where immigrants are few and where the government would like to see more. However, those immigrants cannot be forced to stay where they are and they may eventually move to regions where there is already a concentration of immigrants. In Canada, policies to induce immigrants to locate in remote regions have not been successful. The analysis of the factors that influence the mobility of immigrants done in this study may help understand better why the policies have failed.
This paper is organized as follows. Section 2 is a brief review of past studies on the internal migration of immigrants in the United States and Canada. Section 3 introduces the conceptual framework, the data and the modelling strategy. Section 4 presents descriptive statistics. Section 5 presents results of multivariate binary and ordered probit analysis. Section 6 is the conclusion.
Review of Previous Studies
There is a large economic literature that deals with the economic integration of international immigrants, and there is also an abundant literature that considers internal migration in general, but there is only a small interaction between the two. Table 1 summarizes some of the recent U.S. and Canadian studies on the internal migration of immigrants. In the U.S., the issue whether or not immigrants disperse themselves after their arrival and whether or not they move to the same places as the native-born population has been the subject of some attention. It is known that immigrants tend to concentrate in a few states, such as California, Florida and Texas. Bartel and Koch (1991) used dispersion indices with data from the 1980 census and found little evidence that immigrants became more geographically dispersed through time. Newbold (1999) also found, using the 1990 census, that internal migration did not change much the geographical concentration of immigrants. There was, however some variation across national origin groups. A key variable is the existence of ethnic networks. Kritz and Nogle (1994) considered the impact of nativity concentration and found that it deterred migration between states, but not necessarily mobility within a state. Rogers and Henning (1999) used multiregional life table methodology to examine the influence of place of birth on internal migration and.found that migration patterns of various foreign-born groups differ among each other and from those of native-born. In general, foreign-born tend to stay or to move to the West, while the native-born tend to stay or to move to the South. Belanger and Rogers (1992) found similar results. Some U.S. studies have examined the mobility behaviour of native-born of various skill levels in relation to immigration. Walker, Ellis and Barff (1992) found that native bluecollar workers have been displaced by international immigration. Frey (1995a) considered the particular case of California and found that native-born low income and low education workers tended to move out of that state in response to immigration, while it was not the case for the more skilled Californian workers. From his analysis with 1980 and 1990 census data, Frey (1995b) concluded that international immigration and internal migration have led to an increased demographic "balkanisation" in the United States. However, this finding was criticized by Newbold (1999) who argued that "there are diverse and complex patterns for both concentration and dispersion" (page 274).
There are fewer studies on the internal mobility of immigrants in Canada than in the U.S.. Newbold (1996) used the 1986 census to study migration of immigrants and nativeborn Canadians between 1981 and 1986 . He found that migration rates of the foreignborn are lower than those of the Canadian-born who have already migrated, but higher than those who have not. From a multivariate analysis, he concludes that foreign-born react to economic opportunities in a similar fashion as other Canadians. Lin (1998) used the Labour Market Activity Survey to analyse interprovincial mobility of foreign-born and native-born between 1989 and 1990. He found that, while immigrants are slightly less -9-mobile than native-born Canadians, there are no structural differences between the two groups in interprovincial migration behaviour. Ram and Shin (1999) , using data from the 1991 census, also found that immigrants are less mobile than native-born. From a regression on male migrants, they estimated among other things that the mobility of immigrants decreased with duration in Canada.
While those studies have shed light on the mobility of immigrants, some questions remain. For instance, two of the three above cited Canadian studies do their multivariate analysis with a sample of foreign-born only, which precludes formal comparisons with native-born. Newbold (1996) concludes that the foreign-born have similar behaviour to that of native-born, but this assessment comes only from a comparison with earlier studies. A formal comparison of the behaviour of immigrants and native-born is included in the analysis performed by Lin (1998) , but the results suffer from the drawback that the sample of immigrant movers in the one-year period considered in that study is very small. In the present study, internal mobility will be examined with a large sample that includes both native-born and immigrants. In addition, by pooling four cross-sectional data sets, the evolution over time of mobility behaviour can be examined. Finally, another new feature of this study is that both mobility between provinces and within a province will be considered. Most studies on internal migration define mobility as a change in the province or residence, ignoring movements within the same province.
Conceptual framework, model and data
The standard economic approach to internal migration is to consider it as an "investment increasing the productivity of human resources" (Sjaastad, 1962, page 83) . Potential migrants appraise the costs and returns of moving and decide to do so if the present value of the benefits is larger than that of the costs. Those include the changes in incomes and employment opportunities that follow from moving that can, in principle, be transposed into monetary units. For instance, wages, taxes and transfers are usually considered. But less tangible elements related to information and psychic costs are also important. For example, it is known that having friends or relatives in a potential destination area will help the migrant to get information about employment opportunities and provide a social and cultural network.
2 "Census division is the general term applied to areas established by provincial law which are intermediate geographic areas between the municipality (census subdivision) and the province level. Census divisions represent counties, regional districts, regional municipalities and other types of provincially legislated areas." (Statistics Canada, 1996 Census Directory, Cat. No. 92-351-UIE, p. 180) -10-Immigrant and native-born people are rational economic agents and are expected to behave according to the same general analytical framework. However, there are aspects specific to immigrants. By definition, immigrants have already made a move and for that reason they may be less attached to the place where they live than people who have stayed there all their life. On the other hand, immigrants chose the Canadian region in which they located on the basis of the available economic opportunities and the presence of an ethnic network (McDonald, 2002) . If their original choice was made optimally, they have no incentives to move, at least initially. However, as they remain in Canada, circumstances may change and their initial location choice may no longer be optimal.
In this study, we will use census micro-data to investigate the behaviour of Canadian-born and foreign-born individuals in their propensity to move to a different place or province, i.e., their out-migration. The advantage of the census is that it provides a very large sample that allows the investigation of the behaviour of immigrants even in provinces where they are few, such as the Atlantic provinces. For our purposes, out-migration is defined as the probability that a person's place of residence at the time of a given census is different from the place of residence five years earlier. As in most earlier studies, migration between provinces is considered with a binary choice model. But people can change residence also within a province and an ordered choice model is also used to evaluate different degrees of mobility. The information available from the Canadian census allows the distinction between the following levels of mobility: (1) Not moving; (2) Moving in the same Census subdivision 1 ; (3) Moving in a different Census subdivision but in the same Census division 2 ; (4) Moving in a different Census division but in the same province; (5) Moving to a different province.
-11-A person's preference for moving can be thought of as latent unobservable variable y* which is defined as a linear function of a vector of exogenous variables X :
where u is an error term.
For the binary choice model determining the moves between provinces, we observe y=0 (no move) if y*< 0 and y=1 (move) if y* >0. Assuming that u follows a normal distribution, we get the binary probit model.
For the ordered choice model determining moves both within and between provinces, we observe y = 0 if y* < 0, y = 1 if 0 < y* < c 1 , y = 2 if c 1 < y* < c 2 , y = 3 if c 2 < y* < c 3 and y = 4 if c 3 < y* where y = 0 correspond to not moving, y = 1 corresponds to moving within the same Census subdivision, y = 2 corresponds to moving to a different Census subdivision within the same Census division, y = 3 correspond to moving to a different Census division within the same province, and y = 4 corresponds to moving to a different province. Assuming that u follows a normal distribution, we get the ordered probit model. The parameters c 1 , c 2 and c 3 are thresholds in the latent variable that induce change in behaviour. Note that because the scale of the latent variable is indeterminate, the first threshold is arbitrarily set to zero, leaving only three threshold parameters to be estimated for the five level choice model. The independent variables include the factors that may influence the costs and benefits of migration. Some are particular to each individuals and come directly from the micro-data base. They are age, marital status, education, language, immigrant status, place of birth in a different province for the Canadian-born, region of the world of birth for immigrants, years since migration for immigrants. Some variables are defined at the provincial level for the province of residence five years earlier. They include the average unemployment rate and the average real wage during the five previous years. In addition, since we are pooling cross-section over four time periods, fixed effects for province and time are included. Those will capture the factors not already included among the other independent variables, such as different tax and transfer programs, ethnic networks, 3 The independent variables included in internal migration regressions depend on the focus of the study and on the availability of information. For instance, Finnie (2000) and Day and Winer (2001) use data constructed from income tax files and include variables such as social assistance and provincial spending on different types of programs.
-12-temperature, etc.
3 Since the purpose of this paper is to compare immigrants to Canadianborn individuals, some specifications of the model will include the immigrant status dummy variable interacted with the other independent variables.
The data come from the public use files of the 1981, 1986, 1991 and 1996 censuses. The focus is on the working aged population, which is defined as individuals aged between 20 and 64 years at the time of each census. For immigrants, only those who have been at least five years in Canada are included. People who lived in Prince-Edward-Island, the Yukon and the North-West-Territories five years prior to each census were removed because of the information about those areas was not consistent for all the censuses. Since those areas have relatively small populations, this omission does not have serious consequences. Given the large amount of data, a 20% random sample from the available records was taken from the Canadian-born individuals, but 100% of the immigrants were taken. Results are weighted accordingly. The total size of the pooled sample amounts to more than 500,000 individuals.
4.
Descriptive statistics Table 2 presents the percentage distribution by province of the foreign-born and Canadian-born populations for each of the four censuses. The foreign-born are a larger percentage than the Canadian-born population in only two provinces for all four censuses: Ontario and British Columbia. Ontario is the home of more than half of the immigrant population, while slightly less than one in five live in British Columbia. In one province, Alberta, the two groups account for about the same proportion of their total populations, i.e. a little bit less than one in ten, with some variation over time. While more than 13% of Canadian immigrants live in Quebec, this proportion is less than half the share of that province in the total Canadian-born population. In all the other provinces, the share of immigrants is small and markedly below that of the Canadian-born population. For instance, in 1996, the three Atlantic provinces (Newfoundland, Nova Scotia and New Note. Prince-Edward-Island, Yukon and Northwest Territories are excluded. Source: Author's calculation from Public Use Census micro-data.
-14-Brunswick) accounted for nine percent of the Canadian-born population, but only for one and a half percent of the foreign-born population. The foreign-born are also relatively few in Manitoba and Saskatchewan, but the difference with the Canadian-born is not as large as in the Atlantic provinces.
Looking at changes over time, we can see that the proportion of foreign-born tended to decrease in the provinces where they were originally few and to increase where they were originally many. Therefore, there was an increase in the concentration of the immigrants between 1981 and 1996. For instance, while 52.5% of the foreign-born lived in Ontario in1981, this was the case for 54.6% of them in 1996. In British Columbia, this number increased from 16.4% to 18.2% during the same period. In Quebec, the proportion remained quite stable, while it decreased in all other six provinces. For example, the three Atlantic provinces included 2% of the immigrants in 1981, which is half a percentage point more than in 1996. Table 3 shows the various degrees of five-year mobility for the foreign-born and the Canadian-born individuals from the period 1976-81 to the period 1991-96. This allows the examination of mobility both within and between provinces. For any given five-year period, the proportion of non movers, i.e., those who did not change their residence during the previous five years, is around half of the population and it has increased slightly during the period under consideration. This proportion is also slightly higher for immigrants than for Canadian-born. In 1996 for example, 55.6% of immigrants were non movers, compared to 54.0% of Canadian-born. In addition, the moving patterns are different between the two groups, immigrants tending to move more on short distances and less on long distances. In other words, immigrants are more mobile than the Canadian-born at the local level (within the same Census subdivision), but less at the regional or interprovincial level (across Census subdivisions, Census divisions and provinces). For example, 3.3% of immigrants changed province between 1991 and 1996, compared to 3.9% for the Canadian-born. This is perhaps an indication of the effect of ethnic networks on the mobility behaviour of immigrants.
Another important feature of Table 3 is that mobility has decreased over time. The trend is clear at the interprovincial level, mobility having decreased by about two percentage points from 1976 to 1996 for both the foreign-born and the Canadian-born. At the other levels, there are more fluctuations and it is more difficult to identify a trend. -16-
The gross out-migration rates by province are shown in Table 4 . Those rates refer the people who leave a given province during a five-year period; they are "gross" because people who may have entered that province during the same period of time are not counted. This corresponds to the dependent variable of the regression analysis of the next section. Table 4 confirms the tendency toward geographic concentration of immigration suggested earlier. In the provinces which have few immigrants, the out-migration rate of foreign-born tends to be higher than that of the Canadian-born, thus accelerating the concentration. This is especially true for the Atlantic provinces. The most dramatic case is the one of Newfoundland, where about one foreign-born out of four left that province during each of the five-year periods; of course, Newfoundland lost many of its residents during that time, but the rate was three times less for the Canadian-born than for the foreign-born. On the other hand, the provinces where the immigrants go in the largest numbers, Ontario and British Columbia, had lower out-migration rates for the foreign-born than for the Canadian-born. Consistently with what was observed before, Alberta has outmigration rates which are about the same for both the Canadian-born and the foreign-born. In Manitoba, the rates are slightly higher for foreign-born, while Saskatchewan has lost a lot of its immigrants in the recent years.
The case of Quebec is somewhat special. In spite of a large concentration of immigrants in Montreal, the out-migration rate of immigrants is very much higher than that of the Canadian-born. This can be explained by the fact that out-migration of the Canadian-born is much lower in Quebec than in other provinces, (with a few exceptions) mainly because of the French language barrier. Immigrants, who are presumably less attached to the French language than other residents of Quebec, will not hesitate to move to another province if they see some economic opportunities. This illustrates one difficulty of the immigration policy which is partly under the control of the Quebec government. In spite of the efforts to attract immigrants who will integrate well to the Quebec society, many of them do not stay.
5.
Multivariate analysis .
The determinants of migration are examined for the mobility between provinces and the mobility within and between provinces with the framework presented earlier. In the first stage (tables 5 and 6), the models are estimated for the entire samples with dummy variables for immigrants. For the latter, the number of years since migration is either -18-excluded (column 1) or included (column 2). In the second stage (tables 7 and 8), the immigrant dummy variable is interacted with all the other independent variables in order to see if the two groups respond in a similar way to the variables that determine migration. Table 5 presents the binary probit estimates for interprovincial migration. The probit coefficients show the effects of the independent variables on the latent variable determining the preference for moving. Their signs and statistical significance indicate the relationships between each variable and the probability to move. As is often done with binary choice models, the marginal effects of a unit change of the independent variables on the probability of moving are also shown in order to provide an easier interpretation. Since the relationship is nonlinear, those are evaluated at the means of the other independent variables.
The coefficients of Table 5 are to a large extent consistent with what one would expect from human capital theory. Age has a negative effect on interprovincial mobility; the coefficient of the square of age indicates the effect becomes more negative as ages increases, but it is not statistically significant. Females are less interprovincially mobile than males, but marital status does not appear to be important. Education affects interprovincial mobility positively as expected, one more year of schooling increasing the probability of mobility by 0.3%. People whose mother tongue is French (most of them living in Quebec) move less between provinces than those whose mother tongue is English. Those with other mother tongues are also less mobile than those of English mother tongues, but the effect is smaller than for French. High provincial unemployment rates induce out-migration from those provinces. However, higher average wages in the province of origin affect outmigration positively; this is somewhat contrary to expectations and it is not clear why we obtain this result. 4 The coefficients of the provincial dummy variables indicate that mobility is higher from most of the provinces other than Ontario (the province of reference). The exceptions are British Columbia and Quebec (the latter coefficient is not significant). The provincial dummy variable regression coefficients confirm to some extent what the descriptive statistics showed, i.e., the population tends to concentrate to the largest provinces. The coefficients of the period variables indicate that mobility tended to decrease over time, with possible cyclical fluctuations; for instance, interprovincial mobility was lower during recessions of early the 1980s and 1990s. 5 For the 1991 and 1996 censuses and for the Atlantic provinces, information for province of birth was aggregated in the public use data. Individuals from the Atlantic provinces who changed province during the five-year period, and who were born in a different province from their destination one, were assumed to have been born in the province where they lived five years earlier. 6 The marginal effects are not presented to avoid overloading the table. There would be one marginal effect for each change of level of the dependent variable, i.e., four marginal effects for each coefficient.
-20-The coefficients of Table 5 related to place of birth are of particular interest. First of all, among the Canadian-born, two categories are defined: individuals who lived five year prior to the census in the same province as where they were born, and those who lived in a different province. 5 The results indicate that Canadians who lived in a different province have an interprovincial mobility rate which is six to seven percentage points higher than the rate of those who lived in their province of birth. For immigrants, there are two dummy variables: one for all immigrants and one for immigrants from Asia, Africa, Central and South America (the reference category being immigrants from Europe and the United States). The coefficients of column (1) of the table, which does not control for years since migration, indicate that immigrants of both groups are also more mobile than Canadians living in their province of birth, but less so than Canadians who had already made at least one interprovincial move. This result, which is the same as the one obtained by Newbold(1996) , provides some perspective on the mobility of immigrants. Although they are more mobile than Canadians in general, Canadians who have moved before are more likely to move again than immigrants. When one controls for years since migration (column (2)), the mobility of immigrants decreases with years in Canada, indicating that their behaviour approaches that of other Canadians. This confirms an earlier finding by Lam and Shin(1999) . Table 6 presents the ordered probit regression coefficients for mobility within and between provinces.
6 Some results differ markedly from those of the binary probit, indicating the importance to consider geographical mobility in its entirety, not only across provinces. For instance, the coefficients of sex and marital status show that married males and females are more mobile than single males, an opposite result from the one obtained for interprovincial mobility. In addition, the relationship between the French and other language mother tongues is reversed, the French being less mobile than people with other -22-languages. While interprovincial mobility was in general higher for those living in provinces other than Ontario, we have the opposite results when intraprovincial mobility is added to the picture. This may be related to the fact that people in large cities are more likely to change residence, while staying in the same metropolitan area, than those in rural areas or small cities. On the other hands, other results are similar to those of the binary probit. This is the case of the period effects and the place of birth effects. In particular, immigrants are still more mobile than Canadians who lived in their birth province, but less mobile than those who have changed province. For immigrants, mobility still decreases with years since migration.
Tables 7 and 8 investigate structural differences in behaviour with respect to regional mobility between the Canadian and foreign-born individuals; in other words, we want to see if both groups respond in the same way to the incentives to migrate. This is done by interacting the immigrant dummy variable with all the independent variables of the regression. In each table, the top part gives the effects of the independent variables for the Canadian-born (the reference group), and the coefficients in the bottom part show the differences between immigrants and Canadian-born. If a coefficient in the bottom part is close to zero, this means that immigrants and Canadian-born have the same behaviour with respect to the related variable. If it is different from zero, the effect of the related variable can be either more pronounced or less pronounced for immigrants, depending on whether the sign is the same or different from the one of the same variable on the first part of the table.
The top part of Table 7 shows results that are similar to those of table 5, reflecting the fact that the sample is dominated by the Canadian-born. However, there are some differences. The coefficients of sex and marital status are not significant, although females are still less mobile than males. The coefficients of the provincial dummy variables indicate that mobility is still higher for most provinces other than it is for Ontario. However, Newfoundland and Quebec behave differently: in the first case, the coefficient becomes negative but not significantly; in the second case, the coefficient becomes significantly negative and much larger than it was in Table 5 .
An inspection of the coefficients in the bottom part of Table 7 demonstrates without ambiguity that immigrants differ from the Canadian-born population in their interprovincial 7 This can be seen also by comparing the log likelihoods of Tables 5 and 7. 8 As in the previous case, a comparison of the log likelihoods of tables 6 and 8 shows that the inclusion of the immigrant interaction dummies contributes to the explanatory power of the model.
-25-mobility behaviour.
7 It should be noted that this conclusion is in complete opposition to the one obtained by Newbold (1996) and Lin (1998) cited earlier. However, those authors' methodology and data did not allow the kind of comparison that is done in this study.The effect of age on interprovincial mobility for the immigrant interaction variable is of the opposite sign as the one of the Canadian-born and of about the same magnitude. This indicates that, contrary to what human capital theory would predict, the behaviour of immigrant does not seem to be influenced by age. However, years since migration has the expected negative sign, which means that immigrants base their behaviour on the time they arrived in Canada rather than on how old they are. The negative effect of sex is more pronounced for immigrants, female immigrants being less mobile than their native counterpart. Another interesting result is that the positive effect of schooling on interprovincial mobility is stronger for immigrants. Therefore, in the case of education, human capital theory predictions are reinforced for immigrants, while it was the opposite for age. Regarding the mother tongue variables, we observe no difference for French, while immigrants with other mother tongues tend to be more mobile than their Canadian-born counterpart. All the coefficients of the provincial dummy variables are positive and significant, indicating that immigrants are more likely to leave those provinces than the Canadian-born. Note that in Quebec and British Columbia, the immigrants' mobility behaviour is opposite to that of native Canadians. Finally, the period effects indicate that the decrease over time in interprovincial mobility is attenuated for immigrants. Put together, the provincial and period effects suggest that unobserved factors that contribute to increasing geographic concentration in Canada are acting more strongly on immigrants than on the Canadian-born people. Table 8 performs a similar analysis for within and between provinces mobility. The coefficients in the top part are similar to those of Table 6 , revealing again that the sample is dominated by the native-born. The bottom part shows again differences for immigrants.
8
As before, the effect of age is less pronounced and the effect of education is more pronounced for immigrants. The effect of sex and marital status seems to be cancelled for immigrants, a result that differs from what we had for interprovincial migration. Immigrants -28-with a mother tongue other than English or French seem to be more mobile than similar Canadian-born individuals. The coefficients of the provincial dummy variables show an interesting pattern: while for the Canadian-born mobility in other provinces tends to be less than in Ontario, for immigrant it is higher. Thus, immigrants' behaviour regarding intraprovincial and interprovincial mobility appears to be the same, while it differs for the native-born.
Conclusions and policy issues
The purpose of this paper was to compare the internal mobility behaviour of the immigrant and native-born people in Canada. While this issue has been the subject of other studies, it is the first time that a formal comparison of the two groups is done. Another innovation of this study is that both mobility within a province and across provinces are considered. The data from five Canadian censuses provide a very large sample that can be used to examine mobility over four five-year intervals. The major findings related to the behaviour of immigrants are: S Immigrants are in general less mobile than the Canadian-born people, except at the local level; S Immigrants are more mobile than Canadians who still lived in the province in which they were born, but less mobile than Canadians who had already moved between provinces; S The internal mobility of immigrants decreases with years since migration, both within and between provinces; S Immigrants' internal mobility behaviour differs from that of the Canadianborn with respect to human capital factors; in particular, the effect of age is less pronounced for immigrants while the effect of education is more pronounced; S Immigrants tend to leave in larger proportions than the Canadian-born the provinces where there are few immigrants, thus contributing to increasing the geographic concentration of the population; S Geographic mobility has decreased less over time for immigrants than for the Canadian-born.
The major policy issue with respect to the geographical location of immigrants is how to induce them to disperse across regions rather than concentrate in a few 9 The data used for this study did not allow to identify clearly that factor, partly because data were pooled from four censuses and that all the Canadian provinces except one were included. An analysis over a shorter period and for a smaller number of regions could identify that factor better.
-29-metropolitan areas. With respect to that objective, the results of this study are not encouraging. Not only do immigrants move away from the Canadian provinces which are considered less developed, but they do so more intensively than their Canadian-born counterparts.
The effects of some variables may have some policy interests. It was found that immigrants' internal mobility was more sensitive to education than that of the native-born. This is again discouraging and suggests that bringing highly educated immigrants to the less developed regions does not necessarily help. Those immigrants often come to those regions because they have job offers, but they tend to move at the first opportunity. Attracting and keeping those immigrants remains a challenge for regional economic policy. On the other hand, immigrants were found to be less sensitive to age in their moving behaviour than the Canadian-born. To the extent that there are benefits to having young immigrants, attracting them to the less developed regions may have an impact, given that they are more likely to remain there than their Canadian-born counterparts. Female immigrants were found less mobile, therefore more likely to stay in the region where they live than males. Also, the results for the language variables suggest that attracting English-speaking immigrants to English Canada and French-speaking immigrants to Quebec will make them more likely to stay where they are; however, in the market for international immigration, those are relatively few.
Finally, it was found that the effects of the provincial dummy variables are quite important.Those variables capture the effects of excluded variables that diverge across provinces. Among them, an important one is the role of ethnic networks. A recent study by McDonald (2002) shows that the initial location of immigrants is influenced by ethnic networks. It is probably also the case for their internal mobility within Canada after they arrive.
